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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Amendment filed 1 1/02/2006 forms the basis for this office action. In said 
Amendment Applicant substantially amended all previously outstanding claims 1-13 and 
15-22 and added new claim 24. Applicant also amended the specification. Comments 
on Remarks submitted with said Amendment are included below under "Response to 
Arguments". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1 . Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. 

The claims contain subject matter not described in the specification in such a 
way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at 
the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. In 
particular, the limitation of "bitline diffusions" and "source diffusions" "spaced 
alternately in the active area with no other diffusions between them" as recited in 
claim 19, lines 2-3, is not supported by the original specification: no alternate 
spacing between source diffusions and bitline diffusions can be found in said original 
specification. 
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1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 4, 18 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. In particular, claimed inter-gate 
capacitance "large enough for voltage coupling between the gates during 
program and erase operations" introduces an indefinite inter-gate capacitance 
because there are three gates with three capacitances, namely: select gate - 
control gate, select gate - floating gate and control gate - floating capacitances, 
while the claimed program and erase operations have not been defined in 
quantitative electromagnetic terms and hence the conditions under which said 
voltage coupling exists is indefinite. 

3. The term "relatively" in claim 3 as employed in three different places, namely: in 
"relatively thin" (line 1 ), in "first relatively thick" (line 2) and in "second relatively 
thick" (lines 3-4) is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. The term 
"relatively" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

4. The term "relatively low" in claim 9 is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "relatively low voltage" (line 2) is not defined by the claim, 
the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite 
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degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of 
the scope of the invention. 

5. The term "relatively high" in claim 9 is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "relatively high positive voltage" (lines 2-3, 4, 5, 6-7 and 8) is 
not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for 
ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

6. The term "relatively high" in claim 10 is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "relatively high negative voltage" (line 2) is not defined by 
the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the 
requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. 

7. The term "relatively low" in claim 10 is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "relatively low negative voltage" is not defined by the claim, 
the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite 
degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of 
the scope of the invention. 

8. The term "relatively high" in claim 11 is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "relatively high negative voltage" (line 2) is not defined by 
the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the 
requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. 
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9. The term "relatively low" in claim 11 is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "relatively low negative voltage" (lines 2-3) is not defined by 
the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the 
requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. 

10. The term "relatively" in claim 17 as employed in three different places, namely: in 
"relatively thin" (line 1 ), in "first relatively thick" (line 2) and in "second relatively 
thick" (lines 3-4) is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. The term 
"relatively" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

1 1 .The term "relatively" in claim 21 as employed in three different places, namely: in 
"relatively thin" (line 1 ), in "first relatively thick" (line 2) and in "second relatively 
thick" (lines 3-4) is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. The term 
"relatively" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

12. The term "high-voltage" in claim 22 is a relative term, which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "high-voltage" is not defined by the claim, the specification 
does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1-13 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Hsu et al (6,91 1 ,690 B2) (as previously made of record by 
examiner, see PTO-892) in view of Sakui et al (6,41 1 ,548 B1 ) and Chapman et al 
(6,118,161). 

Hsu et al teach a NAND flash memory cell array (Figures 1 A, 1 B, title, abstract and 
column 4, line 55 - column 6, line 24), comprising: 

A substrate 100 (column 4, line 66) having an active area 104 (column 4, line 67), a 
bit line diffusion 124 (column 5, line 63) and a source region 126 (column 5, line 65) in 
the active area with no other diffusion in the active area between the bit line diffusion 
and the source region, a plurality of stacked gates 1 18/120 (column 5, lines 3-5 and 36- 
45) and select gates 106 (column 5, lines 1-4) arranged alternately in a row above the 
active area between bitline diffusion and source region (Figure 1B), with each of the 
stacked gates having a control gate 120 (column 5, line 27) positioned above a floating 
gate 118 (column 5, line 36). Furthermore, a bitline diffusion, i.e., diffusion region for a 
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bitline, inherently is contacted with a bitline: both bitline and bitline contact must 
therefore exist. 

Hsu et al do not necessarily teach the last select gate in the row at least partially 
overlaps said source region. However, it would have been obvious to include said 
limitation in view ofSakui et al, who, in a patent on a NAND flash memory device, - 
hence analogous art, teach NAND flash memory device with select gate - source region 
overlap (Figure 49; see also column 27, lines 43-49) (otherwise no overlap capacitance 
could exist). Motivation to include said teaching of overlap, between any select gate and 
source region derives from the well-known circumstance that for low resistance and 
good performance the gate should slightly overlap with the source, as witnessed by 
Chapman et al (column 4, lines 21-28). In this regard it is noted that the select gate in 
any NAND flash memory device is no different from an ordinary gate in any transistor in 
that its role is to regulate the channel conductivity so as to select the channel to be open 
or closed. 

On claim 2: clearly stacked gates and select gates are aligned to each other. The 
term "self-aligned" refers to the process of self-alignment", which is a process limitation 
and does not further distinguish the array as device as claimed by Applicant, but instead 
only further limits its process of making. 

On claim 3: the memory cell array by Hsu et al includes a relatively thin tunnel 
oxide 116 (column 5, lines 46-57) between the floating gates and the substrate 
(abstract), a first dielectric 114 (column 5, lines 3-25) between the floating gates and the 
select gates, and a second dielectric 122 (column 5, lines 6-57) between floating gates 
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and control gates. Hsu et al do not necessarily teach said first and second dielectric to 
be thick in comparison with said (necessarily thin) tunnel oxide. However, the function of 
said tunnel oxide requires said tunnel oxide to be extremely thin so as to have a spatial 
scale in the thickness direction that is in the quantum regime so as to allow tunneling. 
Therefore, great care has to be taken to make said tunnel oxide extremely thin. No such 
functional requirement is needed for either said first dielectric 114, which is a spacer 
and hence only functions to provide sizable space between other objects, nor for said 
second dielectric 122, which serves to separate the control and floating gates, of course 
also on a non-quantum-mechanical but instead classical scale. In conclusion, both for 
functional and for cost considerations it does not make sense to select the thickness of 
either first or second dielectric layers 114 and 122, respectively, to be of quantum- 
mechanical size and hence it is obvious to make said first and second dielectrics thick 
relative to the tunnel oxide. 

On claim 4: Any value of intergate capacitance different from zero (excluded here 
because the gates are (a) conductive and (b) flank an insulation layer sandwiched 
between said gates) implies a voltage coupling between the gates, whatever applicant 
intended to define as "gates" (Select gates? Floating gates? Control gates?; see above 
for rejection of this claim under 35 USC 112, second paragraph). 

On claim 5: Referring to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
the claim is interpreted without giving weight to the limitation "high". Inherently, erase 
paths based on Fowler-Nordheim tunneling as exploited by Hsu et al extend from the 
floating gates, through the tunnel oxide to the channel regions by virtue of the very 
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existence of a current path for electrons between floating gate to the channel regions 
through Fowler-Nordheim tunneling (col. 8, 1. 61-67), and voltage is coupled to the 
floating gates both from the control gates and from the select gates (keep in mind the 
tunnel oxide does not reduce the voltage in the floating gate by any meaningful way 
from the voltage in the channel because it is extremely thin). 

On claim 6: Program paths extend from off-gate channel regions between the 
select gates and the floating gates to the floating gates (because regions are 
conductive through the action of said gates, thereby allowing programming paths to 
exist); and voltage is coupled to the floating gates both from the control gates and from 
the select gates on the sides of the stacked gates toward the source region (col. 3, 1. 
50-56): keep in mind the tunnel oxide does not reduce the voltage in the floating gate 
by any meaningful way from the voltage in the channel because it is extremely thin. It is 
noted that the newly added limitations "below the floating gates" and "in the substrate" 
are met in any channel with lateral floating gates: the channel is located in the 
uppermost portion of the substrate abutting the interface between substrate and gate 
insulating layer. Therefore, said newly added limitations do nothing to further limit the 
cell array. 

On claim 7: Program paths extend from off-gate channel regions between the 
select gates and the floating gates to the floating gates (because channel regions are 
highly conductive through the action of the gates and hence substantially conductive, 
thereby allowing programming paths to exist), while the remainder of the limitation 
defined by claim 7 constitutes functional language: In reference to the claim language 
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referring to said limitation, intended use and other types of functional language must 
result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order 
to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure 
is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. In re Casey, 152 
USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re Otto , 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). In the 
underlying case no difficulty exists in the prior art structure to impart the voltages as 
claimed because the select gates are independent of each other. 

On claim 8: The select gates in unselected cells can be biased at a relatively high 
voltage to turn on the channels beneath them to form a conduction path between the bit 
line diffusion and the source diffusion. Whether or not they are has no patentable 
weight: In reference to the claim language referring to said limitation, intended use and 
other types of functional language must result in a structural difference between the 
claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the claim. In re Casey,152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re 
Otto , 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). In the underlying case no difficulty exists in 
the prior art structure to impart the voltages as claimed because the select gates are 
independent of each other. 

On claim 9: Referring to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, 
the claim is interpreted assuming that "relatively low positive voltage" and "relative high 
positive voltage" are terms merely indicating that the former voltage is lower than the 
latter voltage. The bit line for a row containing a selected cell to be programmed can be 
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held at 0 volts because said bit line is conductive; a relatively low positive voltage can 
be applied to a cell select gate for the selected cell as the select gates are independent; 
a relatively high positive voltage can be applied to the source diffusion at the second 
end of the row in which the selected cell is located because any source region is 
inherently conductive; a relatively high positive voltage can be applied to the control 
gate in the selected cell; a relatively high positive voltage can be applied to the select 
gates for unselected cells, and a relatively high positive voltage can be applied to the 
control gates in the unselected cells. Whether this is done has no patentable weight. In 
reference to the claim language referring to application of voltage as recited in the claim 
language, intended use and other types of functional language must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is 
capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. In re Casey, 152 USPQ 
235 (CCPA 1967); In re Otto , 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 

On claim 10: Referring to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
the claim is interpreted assuming that "relatively low negative voltage" and "relative high 
negative voltage" are terms merely indicating that the former voltage is lower in 
magnitude than the latter voltage. An erase path can be formed by a relatively high 
negative voltage on the control gates and a relatively low negative voltage on the select 
gates, with the bit line diffusions, the source diffusion and the P-well at 0 volts. Whether 
this is done has no patentable weight. In reference to the claim language referring to 
application of voltage as recited in the claim language, intended use and other types of 
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functional language must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention 
and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior 
art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the 
claim. In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re Otto , 136 USPQ 458, 459 
(CCPA1963). 

On claim 1 1: Referring to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
the claim is interpreted assuming that "relatively low negative voltage" and "relative high 
negative voltage" are terms merely indicating that the former voltage is lower in 
magnitude than the latter voltage. An erase path can be formed by a relatively high 
negative voltage on the control gates and a relatively low negative voltage on the select 
gates, with the active area at a positive voltage and the bit line and source diffusions 
floating. Whether this is done has no patentable weight. In reference to the claim 
language referring to application of voltage as recited in the claim language, intended 
use and other types of functional language must result in a structural difference 
between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the claim. In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re 
Otto , 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 

On claim 12: A read path can be formed by turning on the select transistors and 
the stacked control and floating gate transistors in unselected cells (cell selection being 
possible in the structure defined by Figures 3 and 4a, b), with the common source at 0 
volts, the bit line diffusion at 1-3 volts, and the control gate at relatively high positive 
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voltage, and the control gate of the selected cell can be biased at 0-1 .5 volts to form a 
conduction channel under the floating gate for an erase state and a non-conduction 
channel for a program state. Whether this is done has no patentable weight. In 
reference to the claim language referring to application of voltage as recited in the claim 
language, intended use and other types of functional language must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is 
capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. In re Casey,152 USPQ 
235 (CCPA 1967); In re Otto , 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 

On claim 13: As discussed under claim 1 1 , an erase path can be formed by 
biasing of control gates and select gates; since this biasing can be done for each 
individual member in the cell array an erase path can erase the whole cell array 
simultaneously; and since cells can be selected individually a program path which is 
single cell selectable can be created through appropriate biasing. Whether this is done 
has no patentable weight. In reference to the claim language referring to application of 
voltage as recited in the claim language, intended use and other types of functional 
language must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the 
prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the 
prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. In 
re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967); In re Otto , 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 

On claim 15: Hsu et al teach a NAND flash memory cell array (Figures 1 A, 1 B, title, 
abstract and column 4, line 55 - column 6, line 24), comprising: 
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a substrate 100 (column 4, line 66) having an active area 104 (column 4, line 67), a 
bit line diffusion 124 (column 5, line 63) and a source diffusion 126 (column 5, line 65) in 
the active area with no other diffusion in the active area between the bit line diffusion 
and the source diffusion, a plurality of stacked gates 1 18/120 (column 5, lines 3-5 and 
36-45) and select gates 106 (column 5, lines 1-4) arranged alternately in a row above 
the active area between bitline diffusion and source diffusion (Figure 1 B), with each of 
the stacked gates having a control gate 120 (column 5, line 27) positioned above a 
floating gate 118 (column 5, line 36). Furthermore, a bitline diffusion, i.e., diffusion 
region for a bitline, inherently is contacted with a bitline: both bitline and bitline contact, 
if only in the form of a contact interface, must therefore exist. 

Hsu et al do not necessarily teach the last select gate in the row being directly above 
said source region. However, it would have been obvious to include said limitation in 
view of Sakui et al, who, in a patent on a NAND flash memory device, - hence 
analogous art, teach NAND flash memory device with select gate - source region 
showing said select gate directly above said source diffusion (i.e., a vertical line may be 
drawn intersecting both source diffusion and select gate (Figure 49; see also column 27, 
lines 43-49) (otherwise no overlap capacitance could exist). Motivation to include said 
teaching derives from the well-known circumstance that for low resistance and good 
performance the gate should slightly overlap with the source, as witnessed by Chapman 
et al (column 4, lines 21-28). In this regard it is noted that the select gate in any NAND 
flash memory device is no different from an ordinary gate in any transistor in that its role 
is to regulate the channel conductivity so as to select the channel to be open or closed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/753,103 Page 15 

Art Unit: 3663 

On claim 16: clearly stacked gates 1 18/122 and select gates 106 are aligned to each 
other (see Figures 1 A and 1 B). The term "self-aligned" refers to the process of "self- 
alignment", which is a process limitation and does not further distinguish the array as 
device as claimed by Applicant, but instead only further limits its process of making. 

On claim 17: the memory cell array by Hsu et al includes a relatively thin tunnel 
oxide 116 (column 5, lines 46-57) between the floating gates and the substrate 
(abstract), a first dielectric 114 (column 5, lines 3-25) between the floating gates and the 
select gates, and a second dielectric 122 (column 5, lines 6-57) between floating gates 
and control gates. Hsu et al do not necessarily teach said first and second dielectric to 
be thick in comparison with said (necessarily thin) tunnel oxide. However, the function of 
said tunnel oxide requires said tunnel oxide to be extremely thin so as to have a spatial 
scale in the thickness direction that is in the quantum regime so as to allow tunneling. 
Therefore, great care has to be taken to make said tunnel oxide extremely thin. No such 
functional requirement is needed for either said first dielectric 114, which is a spacer 
and hence only functions to provide sizable space between other objects, nor for said 
second dielectric 122, which serves to separate the control and floating gates, of course 
also on a non-quantum-mechanical but instead classical scale. In conclusion, both for 
functional and for cost considerations it does not make sense to select the thickness of 
either first or second dielectric layers 114 and 122, respectively, to be of quantum- 
mechanical size and hence it is obvious to make said first and second dielectrics thick 
relative to the tunnel oxide. 
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On claim 18: Any value of intergate capacitance different from zero (excluded 
here because the gates are (a) conductive and (b) flank an insulation layer sandwiched 
between said gates) implies a voltage coupling between the gates, whatever applicant 
intended to define as "gates" (Select gates? Floating gates? Control gates? see above 
for rejection of this claim under 35 USC 112, second paragraph). 

On Claim 24: Hsu et al teach a NAND flash memory cell array, comprising: a 
substrate 100 (column 4, line 66) having an active area 104 (column 4, line 67), a bit 
line diffusion 124 (column 5, line 63) and a source diffusion 126 (column 5, line 65) in 
the active area with no other diffusion in the active area between the bit line diffusion 
and the source diffusion, a plurality of stacked gates 1 18/120 (column 5, lines 3-5 and 
36-45) and select gates 106 (column 5, lines 1-4) arranged alternately in a row above 
the active area between bitline diffusion and source diffusion (Figure 1B), with each of 
the stacked gates having a control gate 120 (column 5, line 27) and a floating gate 118 
(column 5, line 36) with aligned sides adjacent to the select gates (Figure 1 B), erase 
paths between the floating gates and channel regions in the active area beneath the 
stacked gates (col. 8, lines 61-67). The limitation "self-aligned" rather than merely 
"aligned" only further introduces a limitation on the method of making said memory cell 
array and fails to further limit the invention claimed here as a final structure only. 
Furthermore, voltage coupling from the control gates to the floating gates inherently 
exists because the control gates control by definition the voltage of the floating gates so 
as to control the number of charge carriers in said floating gates while voltage coupling 
between select gates and floating gates inherently exists because the select gates 
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determine whether or not a channel exists along which charge carriers can approach 
said floating gates. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/02/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicants substantially amended all previously outstanding claims. The 
objection to the Drawings has been withdrawn in light of Applicant's Remarks. 
However, The claimed invention is obvious over Hsu et al previously made of record 
(see PTO-892), as shown in the rejections overleaf. With regard to the traverse of 
claim 2 on the basis of the limitation "self-aligned" it is pointed out that self-aligned 
means aligned other than an implied limitation on the method of making irrelevant for 
the claimed invention, for which only the final structure matters. With regard to 
Remarks on capacitance between "the" gates, "the gates" in the context of the 
claimed invention is indefinite because there are three independent capacitances 
between three different pairs of gates, while capacitance does not need specific 
teaching since it is inherently there: a control gate, otherwise materially isolated from 
the floating gate, otherwise would have no function at all, the latter being the 
influence on charge carriers at a quantum-mechanical scale distance from the 
floating gate, while the very existence of conducting areas separated by a dielectric 
(spacer 114). Although Noda has been withdrawn, there was no strict necessity to 
do so for most limitations, NAND flash memory not being in the bulk of the claim 
language. However, in the examiner's opinion, after amendment Hsu et al is the best 
reference, whence the above rejections. Finally, it is noted that, although no art has 
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been found for claims 19-22, claims 19-22 constitute new matter (see rejections 
under 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph) because the limitation of "bitline diffusions" and 
"source diffusions" "spaced alternately in the active area with no other diffusions 
between them" as recited in claim 19, lines 2-3, is not supported by the original 
specification: no alternate spacing between source diffusions and bitline diffusions 
can be found in said original specification. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Johannes P. Mondt whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1919. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 18:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack W. Keith can be reached on 571-272-6878. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

JPM 

January 5, 2006 




